The Role of Potential for Interaction in Parasocial Relationships by Bermond, Aaron
The University of Southern Mississippi 
The Aquila Digital Community 
Master's Theses 
Summer 2020 
The Role of Potential for Interaction in Parasocial Relationships 
Aaron Bermond 
Follow this and additional works at: https://aquila.usm.edu/masters_theses 
 Part of the Social Psychology Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Bermond, Aaron, "The Role of Potential for Interaction in Parasocial Relationships" (2020). Master's 
Theses. 763. 
https://aquila.usm.edu/masters_theses/763 
This Masters Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by The Aquila Digital Community. It has been 
accepted for inclusion in Master's Theses by an authorized administrator of The Aquila Digital Community. For 
more information, please contact Joshua.Cromwell@usm.edu. 







Submitted to the Graduate School, 
the College of Education and Human Sciences 
and the School of Psychology 
at The University of Southern Mississippi 
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
for the Degree of Master of Arts 
Approved by: 
 
Dr. Lucas Keefer, Committee Chair 
Dr. Donald Sacco 




























Previous research suggests that individuals can develop parasocial relationships, 
or strong emotional attachments to figures in the media. While these relationships 
typically only involve a one-way exchange of information (target to viewer), viewers still 
receive many positive benefits that are typical of friendships and other interpersonal 
bonds. The current literature on parasocial relationships provides detailed information on 
why they are formed, who forms them, and why they are useful, yet no research has 
investigated whether the potential for interaction between a media figure and a viewer 
moderates their psychological effects. We proposed that the most beneficial types of 
parasocial relationships are those that have the possibility for reciprocal interaction 
between media figure and viewer, as those relationships better approximate traditional 
interpersonal relationships that rely on an exchange of information. Results indicate that 
participants who felt more able to interact with these target figures report lower levels of 
state loneliness and higher levels of state self-esteem and these effects were similar to 
those observed for a sense of connection to the target, but these effects were seen most 
strongly for participants who wrote and thought about close interpersonal targets. 
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CHAPTER I – INTRODUCTION 
Parasocial relationships are one-way relationships between an individual and a 
media persona, such as a celebrity, fictional character, or actor (Horton & Wohl, 1956). 
Although the viewer receives the same information about the target as other consumers, 
over time this information creates a feeling of closeness and “intimacy” on the part of the 
viewer (Rubin & McHugh, 1987). Research on parasocial relationships (reviewed below) 
suggests that although they mimic interpersonal relationships in many ways, they also 
provide unique benefits.  
Although current research on parasocial relationships has explored many of the 
benefits they provide, no studies have investigated how the advent of modern media may 
have modified parasocial relationships. Modern media allows for unprecedented access to 
media figures. Actors and celebrities were once difficult to contact, yet today, it is easier 
than ever before to convey public messages through social media to both real and, in 
some cases, fictional characters who have open channels of communication. The present 
study proposes that media figures who possess some level of potential interactivity with a 
viewer would more closely replicate interpersonal figures and provide enhanced wellness 
benefits compared to those media figures who lack this possibility.  
Parasocial Relationships 
 Psychologists who have studied parasocial relationships note two important ways 
in which these relationships compare with interpersonal relationships. Below we review 
research and theory on both 1) how parasocial relationships are formed and 2) their 




Forming Parasocial Relationships.   
 How do people form strong relationships to target personae in the media? Some 
theorists suggest the process closely mirrors the development of interpersonal 
relationships, with a few key differences. Interpersonal relationships are formed as 
individuals share increasingly intimate information and experiences over a period of time 
(Altman & Taylor, 1973). When two or more individuals perceive that they have shared 
an experience, they have engaged in an experience that psychologists refer to as “I-
sharing” (Pinel, 2018). I-sharing specifically relates to the moment-to-moment 
experiences (e.g., laughing together) as opposed to Me-sharing which constitutes 
descriptive information of the self (e.g., saying your country of origin). Research shows 
that I-sharing causes feelings of liking and intimacy: For example, individuals who I-
share (vs. Me-share) are seen as both more desirable and more generous (Pinel et al., 
2006; Huneke & Pinel, 2016). For one to establish closeness in interpersonal 
relationships, targets must share increasingly intimate personal information and engage in 
shared experiences to further bolster the strength of the relationship.  
 Parasocial figures have a seemingly similar dynamic where things that happen to 
the media persona are viewed as “shared experiences” by the spectator (i.e., I-sharing), 
which serves to strengthen the emotional bond that has started to build. Eventually, the 
media persona begins to become predictable as the viewer begins to learn more about 
them, which allows the viewer to feel that they know and understand the media persona 
(Rubin & McHugh, 1987). When a viewer is engaged with a media persona, they begin to 
be able to make judgments about the character of the media figure. Increased exposure of 
a media figure to a viewer allows the viewer to develop a rich schema for their favorite 
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media personae, affording the opportunity to make judgments based on their knowledge 
of the target figure. These judgments carry over on subsequent viewings, or the next time 
the viewer feels engaged with the media persona (Perse & Rubin, 1989), but these 
judgments are typically made after repeated, consistent exposure to the media persona 
(Auter, 1992).  
Although that process is similar to the formation of interpersonal relationships, 
parasocial relationships differ in their lack of mutual exchange of information. In 
interpersonal relationships, one can share one’s innermost self with another person to 
establish intimacy. To develop feelings of intimacy in parasocial relationship, the viewer 
simply spends more time watching the media figure (Rubin, Perse, & Powell, 1985). This 
dynamic means that the viewer need not (or cannot) provide any information about 
themselves to the target media figure; they merely observe as their chosen media figure 
shares information and experiences with them. While viewers consistently immersing 
themselves in a media figure could be described as viewers engaging in an enjoyable 
hobby, research has suggested otherwise.  
Consequences of Parasocial Relationships. 
Much like interpersonal figures, parasocial figures can serve as figures on which 
viewers model their behavior and beliefs. Research has found that parasocial figures 
serve as models for attitudes and personal values of viewers, such as their feelings of 
morality and work ethic (Boon & Lomore, 2001). Further, when participants had 
experienced feelings of loneliness, they reported watching television to reduce these 
feelings. Along with this, when participants’ belongingness needs were threatened, they 
spent more time writing about favored television shows (Derrick, Gabriel, & Hugenberg, 
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2009). This suggests that people are not watching a media figure simply for pleasure; 
viewers can use favored media figures as a source of belongingness and a model for 
future attitudes and behaviors. 
Along with serving as models and sources of belongingness, parasocial figures 
can mitigate threats to self-esteem and body image for their viewers. Participants who 
were asked to think about a favored television show were less affected by threats to self-
esteem and threats towards their close relationships (Derrick et al., 2009). Further, when 
participants were asked to think about a favored television show, they constructed fewer 
words (using a word stem measure) that were related to social rejection (Derrick et al., 
2009). An additional positive effect of parasocial relationships lies in their ability to 
increase feelings of self-worth and body esteem. When asked to think about a “beloved” 
celebrity (versus neutral), participants who were low in self-esteem (versus high) had 
fewer differences between their current and ideal self (Derrick, Gabriel, & Tippin, 2008), 
which suggests that parasocial relationships serve to buffer negative thoughts that stem 
from the disconnect between one’s ideal self and one’s actual self. Moving beyond 
simply asking about a participant’s ideal self, further research has found that participants 
who were presented with a muscular superhero reported significantly increased levels of 
body esteem and grip strength, but only when participants had favorable attitudes towards 
the superhero presented (Young, Gabriel, & Hollar, 2013). In fact, simply asking 
participants to think about a favorite show or character reduces negative emotions when 
primed with social rejection (Derrick et al., 2009).  
While parasocial relationships provide many positive consequences, they still fail 
to alleviate certain negative consequences that are seen in interpersonal relationships. 
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Participants who were asked to perform a difficult task in front of a media figure they felt 
connected with experienced similar levels of discomfort seen in front of live audiences 
(Gardner & Knowles, 2008). Additionally, participants have reported experiencing 
similar levels of emotional distress following a parasocial breakup (e.g., tv show being 
canceled) as seen in interpersonal breakups. Specifically, participants reported similar 
levels of anger, loneliness, and disappointment when thinking about their favorite 
Friends character in regard to the show being canceled. These effects were especially 
pronounced in participants who reported higher levels of loneliness, which could indicate 
that those people who are particularly lonely are more susceptible to emotional distress 
following a parasocial breakup (Eyal & Cohen, 2006). Furthermore, participants who felt 
more committed to the show reported higher levels of emotional distress than those who 
were not committed to the show which models the same pattern seen in interpersonal 
relationships (Sprecher, Felmlee, Metts, Fehr, & Vanni, 1998). 
Summary 
Parasocial relationships operate like, and provide benefits analogous to, 
interpersonal relationships. Just as interpersonal relationships establish intimacy based on 
shared experience (I-sharing), viewers “share” experiences with celebrities and fictional 
characters in media that allow them to feel a sense of connection. This connection offers 
the viewer a means of reducing loneliness, bolstering self-esteem, and a host of other 
benefits individuals might commonly seek from close others. 
 But this literature raises important questions about the psychological status of 
parasocial relationships in today’s modern media environment. For better or worse, the 
key findings and theories of this field were established primarily in an age of television, 
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in which the targets of parasocial intimacy were difficult if not impossible to directly 
contact. For this reason, parasocial relationships were long considered as purely one-
sided relationships because the viewer could not reciprocate with the media persona. 
Does that model work for popular forms of media today?  
Modern Parasocial Media Figures 
 Streaming sites (e.g., Twitch and YouTube) that allow viewers to watch media 
personae in real-time have become increasingly popular. Users have the freedom to either 
livestream (i.e., broadcast an event through the Internet in real-time) or to watch another 
user engage in some activity. Although the most popular types of livestreamers are those 
who play video games or host informal talk shows (Dimitrovska, 2018), there are other 
livestreamers who engage in any number of activities ranging from cooking to ASMR 
(i.e., sensual sounds or voices meant to stimulate the nervous system).  
Twitch 
Twitch.TV (hereafter ‘Twitch’) (see Figure 1 for site layout) is one of the most 
popular livestreaming sites with upwards of 15 million daily users (Twitch Advertising, 
2018). On Twitch, users have the option to either begin a livestream or join another 
user’s livestream. Twitch averages 3 million broadcasters each month with most users 
watching livestreamers play video games (e.g., Fortnite). One Twitch livestreamer, 
known by the online moniker ‘Ninja’, has approximately 80,000 followers, each of whom 
is notified when he begins livestreaming. Of these followers, approximately 46,000 of 
them choose to donate (at least) $5 each month to ‘Ninja’ (Twitch Stats, 2018) as part of 
a subscription plan to his channel. These subscriptions allow users access to unique 
emoticons to use in any chatroom that will indicate to others the commenter is currently 
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subscribed to the associated livestreamer (see Figure 2); some livestreamers offer 
additional incentives to their subscribers such as raffles that give subscribers extra 
entries.  In stark contrast to more traditional media (e.g., television and radio), a viewer 
can choose to actively engage with a livestreamer (rather than passively listen) or even 
send them money just to thank the livestreamer for allowing the viewer a voyeuristic 
view into the livestreamer’s current activity.  
While cases like Ninja’s are on the extreme end, that hasn’t stopped the growth of 
livestreamers. From 2017 to 2018, the amount of livestreamers on Twitch increased by 
approximately 1.8 million (Twitch Tracker, 2018), indicating that more and more people 
are joining and participating in these online, virtual communities. As such, it has been 
proposed that sites such as Twitch serve as a virtual community in which smaller 
communities are formed for viewers to socialize with both each other and the 
livestreamer (Hamilton, Garretson, & Kerne, 2014). Specifically, Twitch serves as a third 
place, or informal public space where people engage in social interaction to form and 
maintain communities (Oldenburg, 1997). As users join a livestreamer’s channel, they 
automatically join a chatroom that is filled with all the other people watching the same 
livestreamer. In this way, viewers can send real-time messages to other users, typically to 
discuss the content of the livestream, but they can choose to talk about any topic. As 
users send public messages in the chatroom, the livestreamer can see the comments in 
real-time and respond to any questions, comments, or thoughts that viewers may be 
sharing. In this way, Twitch differs from more traditional media in that the actor can 
interact directly with the viewer in real-time, all while maintaining their media persona. 
The variety of livestreamers, ranging beginners to experts, offers a wide diversity of 
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potential environments. New viewers have the freedom to explore the categories of 
streaming content until they can find the livestreamer who most benefits their current 
interests. For example, while a viewer may have neither the time nor the money to play a 
specific game, they can watch a livestreamer play and experience the game in real-time 
with potentially thousands of others, all while having the opportunity to interact with both 
other viewers and the livestreamer. In other cases, some users simply enjoy interacting 
with a specific livestreamer, regardless of the type of content being livestreamed.  
YouTube 
 YouTube has quickly become one of the most, if not the most, popular internet 
sites with upwards of 1.9 billion daily users (Gadgets 360, 2018). Although YouTube 
contains mostly pre-recorded and edited videos, past research has found that users are 
able to both form and maintain parasocial relationships through content creators on 
YouTube (Chen, 2016). While the top Twitch livestreamers mostly play video games, the 
top 10 content creators on YouTube post a variety of content including playing video 
games, commenting over other people playing video games, discussing cosmetics, 
posting vlogs, or uploading funny videos (O’Kane, 2018). YouTube serves a similar 
purpose to Twitch in that it acts as a third place for virtual users in a digital world. 
YouTube offers a chance for users to engage with a content creator through commenting, 
liking, and sharing the videos that content creators upload of some pre-recorded activity 
rather than engaging with a livestreamer during an activity. In light of this, YouTube has 
recently opened a section of their website to allow users to livestream video games, but 




Social Media and Celebrities 
In the early days of the internet, internet access was limited to those who could 
afford a home computer and download speeds were often intermittent; however, in 
today’s age of social media, users have increased ease of access to the internet (primarily 
through cell phones), which affords more opportunities to either find some online persona 
to follow, or in some cases, begin to build their own online persona, potentially becoming 
social media celebrities. In fact, these celebrities have enormous amounts of power in 
their hands in that just a couple of tweets or blog posts can lead to the ruination of a 
product or company (Weber, 2010). Becoming a social media celebrity is no ordinary 
goal as in order to maintain a good reputation and following on social media, they be 
available to their audience, exchange content with their audience, converse with their 
audience, know the social standing of themselves and their audience (relative to the 
internet), form groups and communities for their audience, reveal personal information to 
their audience, and simply relate to their audience (Kietzmann, Hermkens, McCarthy, & 
Silvestre, 2011).  
Many celebrities achieve their fame outside of social media, but they still share 
similar commands of power and have their own hordes of fans through digital media. 
Fans of Lady Gaga, a famous pop-music artist, are often vocal about their motivations 
behind following her. When asked about their perceived connection to her, these fans 
reported that being endearingly called “Little Monsters” by Lady Gaga serves to draw 
them closer to her. To her fans, this is a term of endearment which serves to separate fans 
of her music from fans of her (Click, Lee, & Holladay, 2013). More specifically, fans 
who self-identified as “Little Monsters” stated that their connection to Lady Gaga lies in 
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her ability to allow fans to embrace their differences and to feel confident in expressing 
their true personalities (Click, et al., 2013). Lady Gaga has approximately 77 million 
followers on Twitter, and she has tweeted to those followers nearly 9,000 times (Twitter, 
2018). In merely 7 years, she has amassed a massive, almost cult-like, following of users 
who believe that identifying with her allows them to express themselves freely without 
judgment. Much like livestreamers and content creators, modern celebrities have the 
freedom to interact with their fans and viewers through fan meet-ups, shows, or even 
responding to messages they may send through Twitter or some other social networking 
site. This allows Lady Gaga, or any celebrity, to become a parasocial figure towards a 
viewer or fan; the difference between this type of parasocial relationship and the more 
traditional ones lies primarily in the potential for interaction with their viewers and fans.  
Statement of Purpose 
 To date, there has been no exploration of whether parasocial relationships in the 
specific context of livestreamers or other modern media figures operate in the same way 
as those in more traditional media. These media allow a unique ability for media 
personae to interact with viewers: For example, a livestreamer can respond to a specific 
comment or post by an audience member. Unlike traditional media (e.g., TV) in which 
the flow of information is one-directional, these modern parasocial relationships allow for 
a possibility (however small) of reciprocal interaction with the media figure.  
In addition, modern media provide social platforms for more than passive, 
individual consumption of media. Social media, Twitch, and YouTube all provide online 
communities that serve as a virtual third place allowing users to have the freedom to 
interact with either the media figure or the other viewers; in stark contrast, it is much 
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more difficult for a television viewer or book reader to interact with others who are 
concurrently watching the same show or reading the same book.  
The goal of this study is to look at whether media figures who have some level of 
potential interactivity with either the persona or a shared community afford unique 
benefits to their audiences. We employed specific conditions designed to investigate the 
differences between close interpersonal figures, close parasocial figures, and unfamiliar 
parasocial figures. This approach has a strong empirical precedent; as noted, many 
studies have effectively demonstrated psychological consequences of parasocial 
relationship priming (e.g., Derrick et al., 2011).  
To test for the specific effects of interactivity, participants completed an ad hoc 
interactivity scale assessing perceptions of participants’ perceived ability to interact with 
the target of the prime. Additionally, participants completed a measure assessing how 
connected they feel with the community of others who engage with their target figure. 
Finally, participants completed two specific outcome measures, self-esteem and feelings 
of loneliness. Greater self-esteem and decreased feelings of loneliness are established 
benefits of parasocial relationships noted above.  
This Condition (Close-Interpersonal vs. Close-Parasocial vs Unfamiliar-
Parasocial) × Interactivity and/or Viewer Connectedness model will allow for tests of 
several hypotheses that will allow us to explore the unique benefits (if any) of parasocial 
relationships that afford some opportunity of interaction with the parasocial figure and/or 
other viewers who are watching and engaging with the media in real-time. 
First, we predicted that participants who wrote about a close parasocial figure will 
have higher current self-esteem scores and lower state loneliness scores as compared to 
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those who write about an unfamiliar parasocial figure. We predict this because research 
has shown that self-esteem is among the benefits individuals receive from parasocial 
relationships, but no such effect should be present if individuals are asked to simply think 
about an unfamiliar media figure.  
Additionally, we predicted that participants writing about a close parasocial 
relationship will show a positive relationship between interactivity and current self-
esteem scores and a negative relationship with state loneliness. As a target figure’s 
likelihood of interacting with a viewer increases, we anticipated that the viewer would 
experience greater feelings of connectedness and amicability towards the target figure, 
which in turn would serve to mitigate feelings of loneliness and threats to self-esteem 
when asked to think about this target figure.  
Our third prediction was that participants who write about close interpersonal 
figures will have higher current self-esteem and lower state loneliness scores than 
participants in either of the other two conditions. This hypothesis is supported by the fact 
that most interpersonal relationships involve some level of interactivity between two 
people, whereas parasocial relationships do not necessitate the same pathway of 
reciprocal interactivity, regardless of closeness or familiarity with a target figure.  
Our final prediction was that feeling connected to a community of people will 
result in similar relationships with our outcome variables as interactivity with a media 
figure. Specifically, participants who indicate more feelings of connectedness towards the 
community associated with the target figure will have higher current self-esteem scores 
and lower state loneliness scores participants who report low feelings of connectedness. 
We expected this to be the case as the ability to develop virtual friendships and peer 
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bonds through virtual communities has been shown. These friendships with other viewers 
may be what individuals think of when thinking about a target figure rather than the 
figure themselves.  
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CHAPTER II - METHOD 
Participants 
Based on a power analysis, we planned to recruit a target sample of 159 
participants through the subject pool at the University of Southern Mississippi. This 
analysis was based on our plan to test our hypotheses by using multiple regression 
analysis with an estimated medium effect size (f=.25). We used regression analysis rather 
than an ANOVA due to the planned interaction between continuous moderators 
(Interactivity; Viewer Connectedness). Due to potential participant errors or non-
compliance, we chose to oversample.  
The final sample consisted of 348 participants; however, 37 participants failed to 
complete the task, and 13 participants failed one or more attention checks. As a result, 
these 50 participants were excluded a priori leaving a final of 298. Of these, 39 were 
male, 258 were female, and 1 participant indicated ‘Other’; most participants (N = 262) 
indicated they were between 18 and 24 years old. 197 participants were White, 79 were 
Black, 12 were Hispanic, 4 were Asian, 3 selected Other, and 1 participant indicated 
American Indian as their ethnicity.  
Materials 
Demographic Questionnaire 
 A demographic questionnaire (Appendix A) was used to gather general 
information on sample characteristics. These questions assessed age, gender, and 
ethnicity. Although we anticipated no differences based on demographic characteristics, 




IV: Priming Material 
 Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: close 
interpersonal, close parasocial, or unfamiliar parasocial. Participants provided the name 
of a target figure for their assigned condition and then wrote about the positive qualities 
of that figure for six minutes (Appendix B) (following Derrick, Gabriel, & Tippin, 2008). 
Participants were unable to proceed with the study until the six minutes had elapsed; 
Qualtrics automatically moved participants to the next page afterward.  
Perceived Availability for Interaction 
 To assess perceptions of the potential to interact with targets, participants 
completed a series of five ad hoc questions regarding the probability (0% to 100%) of 
their target figure reciprocating an interaction (e.g., if you were to send _ a gift, what is 
the probability they would acknowledge it) (Appendix C). We instructed participants to 
move the probability slider to 0% if their target figure is unable to respond; examples of 
these types of figures would be fictional characters, fictional literary figures, fictional 
television characters, etc. Scores on this measure were highly reliable (α = .94) and items 
were averaged to form a composite score (M = 56.54, SD = 35.72. 
Perceived Connectedness with Other Viewers 
 Participants were asked to respond to two items measuring how connected they 
feel to others who interact with their target figure and whether they would continue to 
interact with their target figure if nobody else did. For both statements’ participants 





Inclusion of Community in Self 
 To determine whether participants are interacting with a media figure as a proxy 
to interact with the viewer base of this media figure, participants rated how strongly 
connected they felt to others who also interact with a media figure through use of the 
Inclusion of Community in Self Scale (Mashek, Cannaday, & Tangney, 2007) (Appendix 
D). This single item measure presents a series of six circles in varying states of being 
overlapped (following the Inclusion of the Self scale; Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992). 
Participants are asked to imagine they are the left circle, and to imagine the community 
associated with their target figure (i.e., fans, friends) is the right circle. Participants will 
select the overlapped circles they feel most accurate describes their relationship, with 
more overlapping indicating higher levels of connectedness. Following the original 
authors, participants responses were scored on a scale of 1 (least connected) to 6 (most 
connected), depending on their chosen figure.  
DV1: State self-esteem 
 The State self-esteem Scale (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991) was used to measure 
participants’ current self-esteem after the prime and potential moderators were assessed 
(Appendix E). Participants responded to 7 items measuring performance self-esteem 
(e.g., I feel confident that I understand things; α = .82, M = 3.7, SD = .75), 7 items 
assessing social self-esteem (e.g., I am worried about looking foolish (reverse-scored); α 
= .83, M = 3.5, SD = .82), and 6 items assessing appearance self-esteem (e.g., I feel 
unattractive (reverse-scored); α = .86, M = 3.2, SD = .90). Participants indicated how true 
each statement is for them at this moment on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 5 = 
extremely) with higher scores indicating greater levels of self-esteem. Although this 
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measure contains three subcategories of self-esteem (social, performance, and 
appearance), we had no specific hypotheses for any subcategory; therefore, we calculated 
an overall composite of current self-esteem (α = .91, M = 3.5, SD = .70). 
DV2: State Loneliness  
 Participants’ levels of state loneliness were assessed using a state version of the 
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Appendix F) (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980). Traditionally, 
The UCLA measures trait loneliness, while we are more interested in participants’ 
present state loneliness. Following Troisi & Gabriel (2010) we used a version of the scale 
which asks participants to think about the questions in reference to their thoughts “right 
now”. Participants responded on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all true, 5 = extremely true) 
with higher scores indicating greater feelings of loneliness. After appropriate reverse-
scoring, the scale showed high reliability (α = .94, M = 3.0, SD = .93) and items were 
averaged.  
Procedure 
 After obtaining informed consent, participants provided demographic information 
and were then randomly assigned to one of the three priming conditions. After six 
minutes passed, participants were asked how available they feel their target figure is for 
interaction and how connected they feel to others in the community who interact with 







First, we tested mean-level differences on our interactivity, connectedness, state 
self-esteem, and state loneliness measures between conditions. Additionally, we 
examined correlations and levels of significance between the variables in the study.  
Following this, we used multiple linear regression to test the predicted interaction 
between the three conditions and two moderators mentioned above. In Step 1 (Main 
Effects Only Model), current self-esteem and state loneliness was regressed onto 
condition (dummy-coded with close/interpersonal as the comparison group), interactivity, 
and connectedness. 
Step 1: 
State Self-Esteem = β0 + β1 (Close/Parasocial) + β2 (Unfamiliar/Parasocial) + β3 
Interactivity + β4 Connectedness 
State Loneliness = β0 + β1 (Close/ Parasocial) + β2 (Unfamiliar/Parasocial) + β3 
Interactivity + β4 Connectedness 
These models tested for mean-level differences between the conditions, controlling for 
variation in interactivity and connectedness, two variables we also expected to also vary 
across groups (e.g., close/interpersonal relationships are likely to have higher levels of 
interactivity than any parasocial target). 
To test whether our continuous moderators interact with condition, we then 
compared the base main-effect model to two alternatives adding candidate interactions. In 
Step 2a, we added all possible interactions between interactivity and condition, 
controlling for connectedness; Step 2b conducted a parallel test of the interactions 




… + β5 Interactivity × (Close/ Parasocial) + β6 Interactivity × 
(Unfamiliar/Parasocial) 
Step 2b:  
… + β5 Connectedness × (Close/ Parasocial) + β6 Connectedness × 
(Unfamiliar/Parasocial) 
These tests specifically addressed hypotheses concerning the differential relationships 
between interactivity (and connectedness) with well-being between the conditions. By 
adding them in a stepwise fashion (rather than simultaneously), we were able to conduct 
targeted tests of our hypotheses outlined above.  
Because we had no specific predictions and anticipated that our continuous 
moderators would highly correlate (i.e., more interactive PSRs will likely lead to higher 
connectedness to the fandom), we chose not to test the three-way interaction between 
condition and both moderators.   
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CHAPTER III  - RESULTS 
Group Means by Condition  
In the first model, we looked at differences in group means across the three conditions 
(Table 1). Across the conditions, significant differences emerged in the dependent factors 
of perceived interactivity (F(2, 296) = 168.70, p < .001, ηp
2  = .53) and connectedness 
(F(2, 296) = 3.27, p = .039, ηp
2 = .02), and IOS response(F(2, 295) = 17.50, p < .001, ηp
2  
= .106). The pattern of these differences indicated that the familiar interpersonal 
condition reported significantly higher levels of these variables than the two parasocial 
conditions (for pairwise tests, see Table 1). Despite past evidence showing that reminders 
of parasocial attachments can bolster our outcomes, no such differences emerged between 
conditions for the factors of state self-esteem or state loneliness.  
Correlations 
Next, we looked at correlations between observed variables in the study (Table 2). 
We found several significant correlations such that interactivity positively correlated with 
connectedness along with participants’ responses on the IOS measure. Explicit viewer 
connectedness was positively correlated with the IOS response which would suggest that 
those who felt more explicitly connected to those who interact with their target figure saw 
themselves as more of a part of the community rather than a separate outsider. State self-
esteem was negatively correlated with state loneliness; in contrast, individuals with 
higher state self-esteem reported a greater score on the IOS measure, suggesting that 
community connectedness predicted greater self-esteem after the priming condition 
(collapsed across conditions). State loneliness was negative correlated with response to 
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the IOS measure which suggests that participants with higher levels of state loneliness 
feel less connected to those who interact with their target figure.  
Main Effect Model  
The goal of the third model was to examine specific main effects of mean-level 
differences between conditions while also controlling for changes in interactivity and 
connectedness. In the main effect model (Table 3), there were no significant differences 
in either state self-esteem or state loneliness when accounting for differences by 
condition or by interactivity/connectedness; however, there was a marginal effect such 
that perceived interactivity of a target figure (p = .067) and connectedness with the 
community (p = .09) predicted lower state feelings of loneliness.  
Interactivity * Condition (no connectedness interaction).  
Our fourth model sought to include the interaction between condition and perceived 
interactivity of participants’ target figures in order to test whether interactivity toward 
parasocial figures offered any additional benefit after the priming task (Table 4); the 
close/interpersonal condition was used as the dummy condition for the purposes of the 
regression. When looking at predictors of current self-esteem, there were no significant 
main effects or interactions; however, there were several marginal/trending predictors. 
The interaction term between the familiar/parasocial condition and interactivity 
marginally predicted state self-esteem (p=.067); the familiar parasocial condition 
participants reported no significantly different levels of state self-esteem (p=.51). 
However, since the first of the interactions fell outside conventional significance, we 
chose not to further analyze or interpret it.  
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State loneliness was yielded a more robust model as nearly all factors were 
significant or marginally significant. The interaction term between the familiar parasocial 
condition and perceived target interactivity significantly predicted state loneliness (p 
=.003); at the intercept both the familiar and unfamiliar parasocial conditions reported 
significantly lower levels of state loneliness when compared to the close/interpersonal 
condition (p =.014 & p < .001 respectively). Perceived interactivity of the target 
significantly predicted current feelings of loneliness (p =.003) while perceived 
connectedness marginally predicted current feelings of loneliness (p =.058). 
In order to further examine the condition-level differences on participants’ 
reported levels of state loneliness, we first tested the effect of interactivity within each 
condition. Within the familiar interpersonal condition, interactivity was negatively 
associated with participants’ levels of state loneliness (b = -.71, SE = .23, t = -3.05, p = 
.002) suggesting that as participants felt more able to interact with a familiar 
interpersonal target, they experienced lower levels of state loneliness after a reminder. In 
an unexpected fashion we found similar results for participants in the unfamiliar 
parasocial condition (b =  -.31, SE = .11, t = -2.71, p = .007) which would in turn suggest 
that if participants believed that a parasocial figure they were unfamiliar with was more 
interactive, they reported lower levels of state loneliness. There was no such association 
between the familiar parasocial condition and reported levels of state loneliness (b = .08, 
SE = .12, t = .69, p = .49).  
Next we tested condition differences at varying levels of perceived interactivity. 
We found that at low (-1 SD) levels of interactivity participants in the familiar 
interpersonal condition reported significantly higher levels of loneliness than participants 
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in the familiar parasocial condition (b = -1.44, SE = .48, t = -2.99, p = .003) and the 
unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = -1.34, SE = .48, t = -2.81, p = .005). At mean levels 
of interactivity a similar pattern emerged when comparing the familiar interpersonal 
condition to both the familiar parasocial condition (b = -.65, SE = .26, t = -246, p = .014) 
and the unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = -.94, SE = .27, t = -3.50, p < .001). At high 
(+1 SD) levels of interactivity we found no significant difference between the familiar 
interpersonal and unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = .14, SE = .21, t = .66, p = .51), but 
we did find a significantly higher loneliness in the familiar interpersonal condition and 
the unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = -.54, SE = .23, t = -2.38, p = .02). In short, 
participants in the familiar interpersonal condition and participants in the unfamiliar 
parasocial condition reported lower levels of state loneliness as the perceived interactivity 
of their target figure went up. Further, when comparing across varying levels of 
perceived interactivity, participants in the familiar interpersonal condition reported 
significantly higher levels of loneliness when compared to the other two conditions, 
particularly for reminders of socially unavailable (i.e., low interactivity) close others.  
Connectedness * Condition (no interactivity interaction).  
The final model (Table 5) was like the prior, with the notable difference of 
excluding the interaction term between condition and interactivity in lieu of including the 
condition by connectedness interaction term. When looking at predictors of state self-
esteem, we found that the interaction terms between connectedness and condition 
predicted state self-esteem (p=.034 and p=.003 respectively). Neither condition 
themselves predicted higher levels of state self-esteem at the intercept (p=.22 and p=.06 
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respectively). Connectedness was a strong predictor of state self-esteem (p=.002) while 
interactivity produced no such significant predictions (p=.313).  
 To explore the interactions between condition and connectedness, we first 
considered the association between connectedness and state self-esteem (controlling for 
interactivity) for each condition separately. We found that connectedness predicted 
higher self-esteem (b = .27, β = .32, SE = .08, t = 3.44, p = <.001) in the 
familiar/interpersonal condition. In contrast, this association was eliminated in both the 
familiar/parasocial (b = .04, β = .06, SE = .07, t = .58, p = .56) and unfamiliar/parasocial 
(b = -.05, β = -.08, SE = .06, t = -.85, p = .399) conditions. In other words, a sense of 
connection toward those who interact with the target increased the self-esteem benefits of 
a reminder of a familiar/interpersonal relationship, but this connectedness offered no 
parallel benefit for the two parasocial conditions. 
 As with interactivity, we proceeded to look at condition-level differences of 
connectedness on levels of state self-esteem considering the significant interaction 
effects.  At mean levels, the only significant association was seen for the familiar 
interpersonal condition (b = .27, SE = .08, t = 3.15, p = .002) which would suggest that 
as participants felt greater levels of connection to their interpersonal target, they reported 
increasing levels of state self-esteem. In contrast to this, neither the familiar parasocial 
condition (b = .03, SE = .07, t = .42, p = .67) nor the unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = 
-.05, SE = .06, t = -.82, p = .41) were significant.  
 Following this, we looked at whether any of these associations between 
conditions were significant at varying levels of connectedness to the target figure. At low 
(-1 SD) levels of connectedness participants in the familiar interpersonal condition 
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reported significantly lower levels of state self-esteem when compared to both the 
familiar parasocial condition (b = .39, SE = .18, t = 2.22, p = .03) and the unfamiliar 
parasocial condition (b = .57, SE = .18, t = 3.19, p = .002). This association suggests that 
since participants thought about a close interpersonal figure with whom they felt very 
unconnected towards, their levels of state self-esteem were lower than participants who 
thought of either types of parasocial figures, perhaps interpersonal figures are more 
impactful in terms of whether one feels connected to them or not. There were no 
significant associations at mean (0 SD) levels of connectedness for the familiar parasocial 
condition (b = .16, SE = .13, t = 1.22, p = .22), but there was a marginally significant 
association for the unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = .25, SE = .14, t = 1.85, p = .065) 
such that participants in the familiar interpersonal condition reported marginally lower 
levels of state self-esteem when compared to participants in the unfamiliar parasocial 
condition. Finally, at high (+1 SD) levels of connectedness there were no significant 
associations for either the familiar parasocial condition (b = -.08, SE = .16, t = -.49, p = 
.62) or the unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = -.07, SE = .16, t = -.40, p = .69). In sum, 
these results suggest that when one feels particular unconnected to a close interpersonal 
figure, there is a dramatic drop in feelings of state self-esteem, but as connectedness 
increases, these differences between target figures disappears. As such, interpersonal 
targets appear to be more impactful in terms of one’s feelings of self-esteem when 
thinking about the target, primarily when one feels particularly unconnected.  
Much like the prior model, nearly all observed variables were significant 
predictors of state loneliness. The familiar parasocial condition (p<.001), unfamiliar 
parasocial condition (p = .03), connectedness (p<.001), and interactivity (p=.006) were 
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all significant negative predictors of state loneliness. The interaction term between the 
familiar condition and connectedness (p<.001) along with the interaction term between 
the unfamiliar condition and connectedness (p<.001) were significant predictors of 
feelings of state loneliness. 
Once again, we explored the interactions by considering differences in the slope 
of connectedness across conditions (controlling for interactivity). We found that 
connectedness predicted lower state loneliness (b = -.41, β = -.43, SE = .08, t = -5.04, p < 
.001) in the familiar/interpersonal condition. As with state self-esteem, this association 
was eliminated in both the familiar/parasocial (b = .004, β = .005, SE = .08, t = .05, p = 
.962) and unfamiliar/parasocial (b = .02, β = .03, SE = .07, t = .35, p = .728) conditions. 
These data further demonstrate that a sense of connection to the community around the 
figure predicted a decreased sense of loneliness after the prime, but only for the 
interpersonal condition.  
Considering the significant interaction, we once again looked at condition-level 
associations between connectedness and reported levels of state loneliness. As expected 
from the prior interaction effects, we found a significant association between 
connectedness and state loneliness for the familiar interpersonal condition (b = -.49, SE 
=.11, t = -4.46, p <.001). No such association presented itself for the familiar parasocial 
condition (b = .02, SE = .09, t = .26, p = .80) or the unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = 
.02, SE = .08, t = .30, p = .77). This implies that as participants felt more connected to a 
familiar interpersonal target, they experienced a dramatic decrease in levels of state 
loneliness, but participants in both parasocial conditions experienced no such association.  
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To illuminate these associations at varying levels of connectedness, we first 
looked at participants who reported low (-1 SD) levels of connectedness. Participants in 
the familiar interpersonal condition reported significant higher levels of loneliness at low 
levels of connectedness when compared to the familiar parasocial condition (b = -.84, SE 
= .23, t = -3.64, p <.001) along with the unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = -.95, SE = 
.23, t = -4.08, p <.001). This continues the trend of connectedness being particularly 
impactful for close interpersonal relationships as participants who were assigned to write 
about an interpersonal target with whom they were familiar with but particularly 
unconnected with felt much lonelier than those who were assigned a parasocial target. At 
mean (0 SD) levels of connectedness participants in the familiar interpersonal condition 
reported marginally increased levels of loneliness when compared to the familiar 
parasocial participants (b = .32, SE = .17, t = -1.94, p = .053), and significantly increased 
levels of loneliness when compared to participants in the unfamiliar parasocial condition 
(b = -.43, SE = .18, t = -2.45, p = .015). This suggest that at both low and average levels 
of connectedness, participants in the familiar interpersonal condition are more affected by 
their lack of connectedness to their target figure than participants in either parasocial 
condition. When looking at different associations among high (+1 SD) levels of 
connectedness, we found no significant associations between the familiar interpersonal 
condition and both the familiar parasocial condition (b = .19, SE = .23, t = .91, p = .36) 
and the unfamiliar parasocial condition (b = .08, SE = .21, t = .38, p = .70). As such, 
these associations imply that connectedness is particularly impactful for familiar 
interpersonal targets with whom one feels little to average connectedness towards, but 
these differences fade away as we approach above-average levels of connectedness. 
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These results offer the possibility that parasocial targets are beneficial at low levels of 
connectedness as one would not experience increased levels of loneliness when thinking 
about these targets; however, there are no returns on decreasing levels of loneliness as 
one begins to feel more connected to parasocial targets..  
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CHAPTER IV – GENERAL DISCUSSION 
The goal of this paper was to determine whether parasocial relationships (i.e., 
one-sided relationships between a media figure and observer) functioned similarly to 
interpersonal relationships on the basis of alleviating feelings of state loneliness and 
enhancing feelings of state self-esteem. Prior research has suggested that while parasocial 
relationships are associated with many of the benefits that come with interpersonal 
relationships (e.g., modeling behaviors, meeting belongingness needs, mitigating threats 
to body image, etc.), they are also associated with negative consequences that stem from 
relationships (e.g., lasting negative emotions following the dissolution of a relationship). 
A further goal of this study was to determine whether familiarity with a target moderated 
any benefits of thinking of a parasocial target along with determining whether feelings of 
connectedness or perceived interactivity of a target would serve to moderate any of these 
benefits.  
These hypotheses were tested through experimentally manipulating which target 
figure participants were asked to think about (e.g., a close friend or media figure) and 
subsequently measuring current feelings of loneliness and self-esteem based upon what 
kind of figure (parasocial or interpersonal), familiarity with the figure (familiar or 
unfamiliar), perceived interactivity of the target figure, and perceived connectedness with 
the target. We found little to no significant predictors for feelings of state self-esteem 
when controlling for connectedness; however, our findings suggest that several factors 
influenced feelings of loneliness in participants. On a general level, participants who felt 
as though their target figure had more potential for interactivity along with participants 
who felt more connected to their target figure reported lower levels of state loneliness 
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compared to those who did not. The strongest effects were seen for the familiar 
interpersonal participants such that as they felt more connected to their target figure, they 
experienced significant drops in feelings of state loneliness along with significant 
increases in feeling of state self-esteem. In fact, our results suggest that interpersonal 
relationships trump parasocial relationships in nearly every facet of the study. This 
finding was unexpected as we had predicted, based on past research on parasocial 
relationships, that interpersonal relationships should be superior but that close parasocial 
relationships would yield similar effects; however, our results suggest that there are little 
to no differences between the two tested parasocial relationships.  
Limitations and Future Directions 
There were several limitations of this study that allow for further exploration of 
this research topic. First, most participants chose musicians or reality television stars (i.e., 
real people) for their parasocial relationship targets as opposed to fictional characters 
(e.g., Harry Potter). This may have in part contributed to discrepancies between the 
current study and past research on parasocial relationships. As noted in the introduction, 
some labs have found that favored fictional characters (e.g., the cast of Friends, 
superheroes) can bolster self-esteem and reduce loneliness. We did not see any direct 
benefit of thinking about familiar parasocial figures (as compared to unfamiliar targets), 
suggesting that the difference in target may have contributed to discrepancies across 
studies. Future research would be necessary to determine whether there is a meaningful 
divide between real and fictional targets in parasocial relationships. 
Additionally, the target sample was demographically restricted. Most of the 
sample were between the ages of 18-24 and Caucasian, and all the participants were 
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college students in the southeastern United States. As our participants were primarily 
college-aged, one explanation for our findings could be that our participants are at a point 
in their life where they are surrounded by peers and like-minded individuals. As such, our 
participants may feel less desire or even have less time to allocate towards developing 
and maintaining a parasocial relationship, which could account for the lack of a 
difference seen between the two parasocial conditions. A large part of the undergraduate 
curriculum and experience is rooted in extracurricular involvement and getting to know 
one’s peers and fellow colleagues. Another possible demographic explanation lies in the 
region in which this study was conducted (i.e., the southern U.S.). This region is known 
for hospitality, friendliness, and it may be the case that these individuals are more apt at 
interpersonal communication or at least more exposed to interpersonal communication. A 
final demographic note lies in the relative socioeconomic status of the region as many 
individuals may lack access to a computer or may have difficulties with spending a fair 
amount of their time getting to know “celebrities” through the internet.  
We targeted a relatively small range of outcomes for our study (state self-esteem 
and loneliness). It may be that interactivity in parasocial relationships impacts outcomes 
that we didn’t consider for this study. For instance, research on parasocial interaction 
finds that media figures who appear to speak directly to the audience (rather than away 
from the camera) create a significantly greater sense of personal interaction (Hartmann & 
Goldhoorn, 2011). Interactivity may therefore be important in the formation of parasocial 
relationships but have few effects after a bond is established. It could be fruitful for 
further exploration of this topic to focus specifically on media figures that are known to 
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speak directly to the audience as opposed to media figures who afford a more candid-like 
view (i.e., comparing a news anchor to a television character).  
For future research on this topic, researchers could perhaps expand upon the prior 
limitations along with having a different age-group be the focus (e.g., a focus-study with 
elderly participants who have parasocial relationships). Perhaps the elderly could benefit 
more so from these relationships as they may find it difficult to not only meet individuals 
their age, but they find it difficult to physically navigate their environment in order to 
seek out potential interaction targets. On the opposite end of the spectrum, children may 
be another fruitful outlet to explore regarding the development of parasocial 
relationships. More and more children and teenagers are being exposed to YouTubers, 
and some research suggests that the chemistry of a developing child’s brain changes as 
they are more exposed to screen-time as compared to children who spent time reading 
books, particularly in terms of activation of reward pathways in the brain (Walton, 2018). 
I believe that a longitudinal study looking at the development of children/teenagers who 
are frequent technology users as compared to children and teens who are from a more 
rural, technology-free zone could illuminate this potential difference in age groups and 
generational gaps.   
Lastly, I believe that studies in which participants are experimentally manipulated 
to experience feelings of loneliness or a lack of self-esteem would be beneficial as one 
would perhaps be able to unveil the mitigating effect that parasocial relationships may 
have on experimentally manipulated loneliness/self-esteem. If one were to experience 
social rejection in reality, it could be difficult to find a community to join as most of them 
would require one to meet-and-greet others which could be difficult in lieu of the recent 
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rejection; in contrast to this, many online communities encourage viewers and users to 
“lurk” (i.e., watch and read other’s posts and content, but post nothing of their own) if 
they feel uncomfortable with engaging with the community.  
Conclusion 
This study found support for ways in which parasocial relationships can increase 
feelings of state self-esteem and decrease feelings of state loneliness.  As predicted, 
feelings of connectedness towards a target along with feelings of interactivity of a target 
were significantly associated with higher levels of self-esteem and lower levels of state 
loneliness. Unexpectedly, we found that thinking about either a familiar or unfamiliar 
parasocial target similarly reduced feelings of state loneliness in participants, and the 
largest effects to be seen were exclusive to the group that were assigned to write and 
think about a familiar interpersonal figure as opposed to a parasocial figure of varying 
familiarity.  While the goal of this study was to show that parasocial relationships may 
have begun to rival interpersonal relationships in terms of the benefits they can provide to 
state-level emotions (e.g., loneliness and self-esteem), we instead found that interpersonal 
relationships continue to be far-and-away the most beneficial kind of relationships to be 
had; however, parasocial relationships did provide significant benefits to the prior state-
level emotions. Ultimately, this topic certainly warrants further exploration as to whether 
parasocial relationships may afford greater benefits across different types of state-level 
emotions or even provide greater benefits for more specific age groups that may find 




Figure 1: Twitch Homepage 
 
1. Users can see which channels they follow are currently live 














Figure 2: Livestreamer Channel 
 
Example of a livestreamer’s channel; users have the freedom to send 
(moderated) public messages to both the other viewers and the livestreamers. 
Certain users have unique symbols next to their usernames to indicate that 
they have a paid subscription to the livestreamer.  
The names above the chat-box indicate users who have recently donated 
















Interactivity 91.1 (13.78)a 42.99 (29.85)b 33.25 (28.32)c F(2, 296) = 168.70, p < .001, ηp
2  = .53 
Connectedness 3.4 (.77)a 3.11 (1.00)bc 3.11 (1.07)bc F(2, 296) = 3.27, p = .039, ηp
2 = .02 
State SE 3.43 (.67)abc 3.45 (.70)abc 3.54 (.72)abc F(2,295) = 0.89, p = .410, ηp
2  < .01 
State 
Loneliness 
3.05 (.94)abc 3.08 (.91)abc 3.02 (.95)abc F(2, 296) = 0.41, p = .664, ηp
2  < .01 
     
IOS 4.09 (1.36)a 3.08 (1.56)bc 2.95 (1.63)bc F(2, 295) = 17.50, p < .001, ηp
2  = .106 
     






Table 2 Correlations between observed variables. 
 Interactivity Connectedness State SE 
State 
Loneliness 
IOS   
Interactivity -       
Connectedness .135* -      
State SE -.011 .043 -     
State 
Loneliness 
-.098 -.113 -.583** -    
IOS .439*** .320*** .162** -.203*** -   
Note.  *: correlation is significant at the 0.05 level; **: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; ***: correlation is significant 






Table 3 Main effect only models for both dependent measures 
 b (SE) β t p 
State Self-Esteem     
Familiar Para .109 (.128) .071 .85 .397 
Unfamiliar Para .211 (.136) .144 1.55 .122 
Connectedness .051 (.043) .070 1.20 .223 
Interactivity .001 (.042) .076 0.94 .348 
Intercept 3.117 (.214) 0 14.58 < .001 
State Loneliness     
Familiar Para -.242 (.170) -.119 -1.421 .156 
Unfamiliar Para -.348 (.180) -.178 -1.96 .054 
Connectedness -.100 (.057) -.102 -1.76 .080 
Interactivity -.005 (.002) -.196 -2.35 .020 







Table 4 Regression results testing condition by interactivity interactions (i.e., controlling for connectedness) 
 b (SE) β t p 
State Self-Esteem     
Familiar Para × Interactivity -.363 (.198) -.190 -1.836 .067 
Unfamiliar Para × Interactivity -.130 (.197) -.299 -.66 .510 
Familiar Para .264 (.201) .103 1.31 .19 
Unfamiliar Para .477 (.204) .172 2.34 .02* 
Connectedness .052 (.041) .380 1.27 .206 
Interactivity .269 (.176) .084 1.52 .129 
Intercept 3.16 (.184) 0 17.15 <.001*** 
State Loneliness     
Familiar Para × Interactivity .787 (.260) .410 3.03 .003*** 
Unfamiliar Para × Interactivity .400 (.258) .240 1.55 .122 
Familiar Para -.650 (.264) -.319 -2.46 .014* 
Unfamiliar Para -.938 (.268) -.479 -3.50 .001*** 
Connectedness -.102 (.054) -.109 -1.90 .058 
Interactivity -.707 (.232) -.756 -3.05 .003** 
Intercept 3.75 (.242) 0 15.52 <.001*** 
Note.  *: correlation is significant at the 0.05 level; **: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level ***: correlation is significant 






Table 5 Regression results testing condition by connectedness interactions (i.e., controlling for interactivity) 
 b (SE) β t p 
State Self-Esteem     
Familiar Para × Connectedness -.235 (.110) -.190 -2.13 .034* 
Unfamiliar Para × Connectedness -.315 (.104) -.299 -3.03 .003** 
Familiar Para .157 (.128) .103 1.23 .220 
Unfamiliar Para .251 (.135) .172 1.86 .064 
Connectedness .265 (.084) .380 3.15 .002** 
Interactivity .059 (.058) .084 1.01 .313 
Intercept 3.318 (.089) 0 37.15 <.001*** 
State Loneliness     
Familiar Para × Connectedness .516 (.144) .314 3.58 <.001*** 
Unfamiliar Para × Connectedness .516 (.136) .365 3.79 <.001*** 
Familiar Para -.324 (.167) -.159 -1.94 .050* 
Unfamiliar Para -.434 (.177) -.222 -2.45 .015* 
Connectedness -.493 (.110) -.527 -4.46 <.001*** 
Interactivity -.196 (.076) -.210 -2.58 .01** 
  Intercept 3.33 (.117) 0 28.47 <.001*** 
Note.  *: correlation is significant at the 0.05 level; **: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level ***: correlation is significant 
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APPENDIX B – Writing Prompts 










APPENDIX C – Potential for interaction scale 




APPENDIX D – Inclusion of community in self scale 




APPENDIX E – Current self-esteem scale 
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